Criminology is growing internationally. In this study, I examine articles by Nordic criminologists in fifteen top journals for the period 2008-2017 and present quality-adjusted rankings of the top 30. The ranking applies measures that integrate publications and citations with position in the author-sequence and journal impact factor. I found 191 articles by 188 unique authors with 352 contributions in total. The scholars in the sample had, on average, contributed to 1.87 articles in the selected journals, but only about a third were published in ten selected U.S.-based journals while the rest were published in five European-based journals. Six scholars place high on all the three composite scores of impact and prestige. The identified trend may signal the increasing diversity and inclusivity of the field. The results can provide benchmarks for the going rate of academic performance among Nordic criminologists and may serve to empower younger researchers seeking promotions.
Introduction
Impact and prestige rankings are popular within criminology and criminal justice. They provide measures used in hiring decisions and demonstrate the discipline's health and growth (Graham, Pratt, Lee, & Cullen, 2019) . While there has been an increasing internationalization of criminology (Barberet, 2007) , most ranking studies focus either explicitly or implicitly on American criminology, and for good reasons. Of the 100 top scholars identified by Walters (2015) , only five were non-U.S.-based, three of which were Canadian, one Australian, and only one European. While it is an accomplishment for anyone to publish in the field's most prestigious journals (Orrick & Weir, 2011) , it is especially challenging for scholars from outside the U.S. In 2005, an average of 88% of articles in the top journals had U.S.-based authors (Cohn & Farrington, 2012) and these authors tend to cite other Americans (Cohn, Farrington, & Iratzoqui, 2017) . The generic explanations for this dominance are that the leading universities are in the U.S. (Butler, 2010) and the size of the researcher population implies obvious advantages (Man, Weinkauf, Tsang, & Sin, 2004) .
The purpose of this article is to examine the claim of growing criminological internationalization by counting publications by researchers based in the Nordic countries in the field's most prestigious journals. Within criminology, the Nordic countriesDenmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and Sweden-are, perhaps, best known for their "exceptional" penal policies and humane prison conditions (Pratt, 2008) . More broadly, they are egalitarian and affluent welfare states with comparatively expert-driven criminal justice policies (Korsell & Larsson, 2011; Moeller, 2018 ) and a high per-capita rate of scientific publishing (Man et al., 2004) . However, staying true to the egalitarian culture of these countries, no scientometric research has examined which criminologists have had the most impact internationally.
Scientometrics in criminology
Scientometrics, the science of science, evolved out of Merton's (1957, p. 635 ) sociology of knowledge, where he examined "science as a social institution, not in the large but in terms of its principal components." Two principal components of science are publications and the reaction from the research community in the form of citations. Impact studies use objective measures to assess productivity and researchers' citations while prestige surveys assess journals and academic programs based on subjective measures (Dejong & St. George, 2018; Graham et al., 2019) .
Impact studies may count the number of publications within a period with the aim of ranking the most prolific scholars (Cohn et al., 2017) . A central finding in this research is that publishing in criminology is relatively rare. Copes, Khey, and Tewksbury (2011) found that faculty, on average, published 1.44 (SD ¼ 1.62) articles per year, and Orrick and Weir (2011) found that 1,518 publishing authors had an average of 1.64 articles over a ten-year period, where they were either the sole or the leading author. Barranco, Jennings, May, and Wells (2016) examined ASC members' productivity over time and found an increase from 2004 to 2005, where they averaged one peer-reviewed article per year, to 2010-2011, where it was 1.4.
In itself, productivity does not imply impact on the scientific field, but the number of publications correlates positively with research quality (Wuchty, Jones, & Uzzi, 2007) , prizes, and even earnings (Cohn & Farrington, 2012) . Productivity has an increasing rate of return, as more publications tend to imply even more citations (Sandstr€ om & van den Besselaar, 2016; Walters, 2015) . Citations are highly concentrated among a few academics (Orrick & Weir, 2011) and most criminological articles are only rarely cited (Cohn et al., 2017; Graham et al., 2019) . Copes et al. (2011) found that faculty, on average, were cited 14.78 (SD ¼ 31.34) times a year and the ten most cited authors in Cohn and Farrington's (2012) study achieved between 92 and 239 citations in the year 2005.
Nordic criminology
Historically, Nordic criminology has been synonymous with Oslo University in Norway, the home of Johannes Andenaes (e.g., Andenaes, 1965) and Nils Christie (e.g., Christie, 1977) . Oslo has offered a criminology program since 1954 and still has the largest department in the region. The remaining countries were slower in embracing criminology as an academic discipline and Denmark did not have a university program until 2013. In recent years, there has been an increase in criminological output and appreciation of the study of crime and responses to crime. Illustratively, The Stockholm Prize for outstanding achievement in criminology was awarded for the first time in 2006 and has since become one the field's most prestigious annual prizes with a purse of more than US$100,000.
Only a few studies have examined Nordic criminologists' contributions. Two early studies analyzed the substantive contents and Wolf (1976) classified five dominant research themes based on articles in Nordisk Tidsskrift for Kriminalvidenskab (Nordic Journal of Criminal Science) from 1961 to 1976. Snare and Bondeson (1985, p. 254) described the institutional structure of research in each Nordic country and discussed how pressure from the government influenced research: "[Over time] interest has moved from law breakers to the law enforcement apparatus".
The purpose of this article is to examine which Nordic researchers have influenced criminology at the international level over the past ten years, drawing attention to the work of these researchers and contributing to the diversity and internationalization of the field. The results can serve as a benchmark for younger scholars and in the hiring process of criminological departments. I present three rankings of the top 30 Nordic criminologists and discuss the overall temporal trends in productivity and prestige.
Materials and methods
I count articles in a selected sample of the most prestigious criminology journals from 2008 to 2017, authored by researchers with their primary institutional affiliation in one of the five Nordic countries. I use publications and citations as objective measures, and add subjective quality-adjustments by weighing authors' share of the publications and journal impact factors (IF), to form three composite scores that capture innovation and prestige. In this section, I describe which journals were included and how I identified articles by Nordic scholars, counted citations, and applied an author sequence weight.
Journals
It is a recurrent discussion, which are the most prestigious journals of the 300-400 journals in criminology? The best-known rankings, Thompson Reuter's Impact Factor, Google Scholar, and Elsevier's Scopus, use objective citation counts. These rankings are highly correlated (Barranco et al., 2016; Cohn & Farrington, 2012; Walters, 2015) but differ in what journals they consider criminology, e.g., Google Scholar's ranking is based on "Criminology, criminal law, and policing" and Thompson Reuter's Impact Factor counts citations in "Criminology & Penology." In contrast, subjective surveys of experts in the field also consider "historical reputation" (Dejong & St. George, 2018, p. 295; Sorensen, Snell, & Rodriguez, 2006) .
I aimed for generalist journals that have an IF for most of the ten-year period and are not focused on a particular subject matter or region. I excluded journals where no Nordic researcher has published during the study period. IFs were collected through Web of Science (December 3, 2018) and I combined this information with insights on the historical importance of journals derived from prestige surveys. Sorensen, Snell, and Rodriguez (2006) found a positive correlation (r ¼ .65) for all the journal ratings across survey studies, and results are especially consistent for the highest ranked journals (Cohn et al., 2017; Graham et al., 2019; Orrick & Weir, 2011) . The "big three" are Criminology, Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, and Justice Quarterly, with Journal of Quantitative Criminology as a recent contender (Barranco et al., 2016) . Immediately outside of the absolute top, a few European-based journals compare on IF and international acclaim. I included the five best European-based journals that are generalist in their aims and scope. Nordic researchers frequently use these journals and including them allows for comparing aggregate publication trends.
I decided on a sampling frame consisting of the following ten U.S.-based journals and five European-based journals. Table 1 below displays the chosen journals, the abbreviation used in this article, the mean IF for the ten-year period, total volumes of the journal that have been published, and the number of years during the ten-year sample period where the journal has had an IF.
Articles and citations
To identify articles by Nordic researchers, I inspected each issue and article for the author's institutional affiliations. Some authors have more than one, but I only include those with primary affiliation in a Nordic country. This criterion excludes Nordic researchers working at institutions abroad (e.g., Savolainen, Wikstrøm, and Lindegaard) and a few publications from visiting international scholars temporarily working at Nordic institutions (e.g., Wildeman). To validate my search and possibly enrich the data, I examined the Google Scholar pages for the researchers and collected structural data from their institution web pages.
I excluded editorial comments, introductions, responses to articles, book reviews, and other pieces not reporting original research results. I did not exclude articles published in special issues. For each article, I coded the author's name, the publication year, the title, the number of authors, the position in the author sequence, the journal IF for that year, and the country. Only published articles with assigned issues and page numbers were included. I counted citations using Google Scholar, which collects data from journals, books, theses, technical reports, and selected "scholarly" web pages (Peress, 2019) . As my interest is in impact and prestige, I measure prevalence and not frequency. I do not weigh citations by exposure time (Cohn & Farrington, 2012) .
Author weights
Measuring scholarly impact and prestige involves a multiple-author dilemma. Giving the whole credit to each author of a multi-authored paper overemphasizes minor contributions in high-impact publications and biases the ranking towards senior researchers with access to more resources (Higgins, Swartz, & Hayden, 2019) . The trend in scientific publishing towards more authors on articles exacerbates this problem and implies a need for weighing contributions to provide a better representation of individual impact and prestige (Walters, 2015) . There is no simple way to determine credit, especially when the number of authors increases beyond two, and different disciplines have their own culturally borne traditions (Higgins et al., 2019; Kleck & Barnes, 2011) . Orrick and Weir (2011) focused exclusively on sole authored articles and first authorships, as these represent scholarly "innovation," and Walters (2015) double-counted first authorships. Other studies have weighed contributions equally (Cohn & Farrington, 2012) . Tscharntke, Hochberg, Rand, Resh, and Krauss (2007) quantified four approaches for sharing author credit: equal contribution, first-last-author-emphasis, percentcontribution-indicated, and sequence-determines-credit (SDC). In criminology, a merit-based ranking of authorship has been the norm (Higgins et al., 2019; Orrick & Weir, 2011; Walters, 2015) and I follow Tscharntke et al. (2007) recommendation of the SDC-approach: the first author gets full credit, the second author half, the third a third, and so forth, up to ten. After author number ten, each additional author gets 5% credit.
Limitations
There is no agreed-upon scientometric evaluation strategy in the criminological field and different methods may provide different results (Copes et al., 2011) . Studies based on citations are more objective than surveys but suffer from known problems: Counts do not discriminate between positive and negative citations. A few highly cited articles, especially review studies, can make up the majority of a journal's IF (Dejong & St. George, 2018; Sorensen et al., 2006) . Individual scholar's citations are "vulnerable to corruption" (Rossmo, 2019, p. 8) : self-citation, piecemeal publication, cuckoo referencing, publishing rings. I only count articles, even though the most impactful works may be books (Cohn et al., 2017) .
Analytic plan
My aim is to measure the impact and prestige of Nordic criminologists over a ten-year period. The analysis proceeds in four stages. In this section, I explain the measures used to form the composite scores and how the composite scores were calculated. Table 2 shows the sample descriptive statistics for the measures of productivity (number of contributions to publications), impact (citations), innovation (position in author sequence), and prestige (journal IF). These measures are combined in various ways to form the composite scores. I explain this in more detailed below. In the results section, I present the number of articles by year and journal for the sample, to give a first impression of the productivity and prestige of Nordic scholars over time. To conclude, I calculate the three composite scores for each scholar and present the rankings in Table 4 .
I calculate both an unweighted and weighed count of each scholar's publications and citations. The unweighted scores are simply a count of the scholar's number of contributions to publications and their associated citations added up. The weighted counts apply the SDC-approach to each publication and its associated citations, e.g., if an author is the second author on two articles and third author on one article, her weighed publication score is .5 þ .5 þ .33 ¼ 1.33. Similarly, the weighed citations measure multiplies the author's contribution to each article by the number of citations to that publication. If the same three publications used in the examples above had 17, 5, and 34 citations, the weighed citation score would be .5 Ã 17 þ .5 Ã 5 þ .33 Ã 34 ¼ 22.22. The weighed IF score includes the author's contribution to each publication and this is multiplied by the journal's IF for the corresponding year. If the three articles from the previous example were published in journals with IFs of 2.2, 1.5, and .5, the scholar's weighed IF score is .5 Ã 2.2 þ .5 Ã 1.5 þ .33 Ã .5 ¼ 2.015.
To calculate the three composite scores, I start with the raw count of publications and citations and sequentially add the information on author contribution and journal IF. As the composite scores are based on the publication and citations counts and each scholar has substantially more citations than publications, I convert each count to a z-score. The z-score is a standard score with a mean of 0 and SD of 1; it expresses the indices as relative to the mean of the sample instead of raw numbers. A z-score above zero implies the scholar is above the mean for the sample, and a negative score implies below the mean for the sample. Converting counts to z-scores enables adding them up to form the composite scores, but the resultant composite scores are not z-scores. The first composite score uses the unweighted counts of publication and citations. Each author's number of publications is measured relative to the mean in the sample and is converted to a z-score. This score is then added to the author's z-score for number of citations. If a scholar has a publication z-score of 1, i.e., one standard deviation above the mean for the sample, and a citation z-score of -.25, the composite score is .75. This score prioritizes scholars that have co-authored many publications that have accumulated citations over the years.
The second composite score applies the weighed publication and weighed citation measures. Each publication is weighed by the authors' contribution, according to the SDC-approach, and the sum is converted to a z-score. Similarly, citations to the article are weighed by author contribution and the sum is converted to a z-score, which is then added to the first z-score. This measure gives credit to innovative scholars that are first authors on articles with many citations.
For the third and final score, I add journal prestige. First, I take the weighed author contribution to publications, multiply it by the journal's IF, and convert it to a z-score. Next, I add the weighed citations z-score. This final composite score is the most quality-adjusted measure because it considers innovation, impact, and prestige. This composite score emphasizes first-authored publications in high-prestige journals with many citations. Table 2 above presents the sample means and descriptive statistics on the measures used to calculate the three composite scores.
Lastly, when presenting the rankings, I calculate the coefficient of variation (CV) across each author's three composite scores. The CV is the SD for the three scores divided by the mean of the three scores. A high number denotes change across the three composite scores and a low number denotes stability. This illustrates how a scholar's ratings change more or less with the sequential addition of the quality-adjusting measures.
Results
In this section, I first present a description of the sample in Table 3 that shows the number of articles in the selected journals by journal and year. I distinguish between publications and contributions because each article may have several contributing authors. This provides an illustration of productivity, prestige, and temporal trend in publishing by Nordic criminologists. Table 4 lists the top 30 Nordic criminological scholars on the three composite scores.
Articles, contributions, and citations I found 191 articles that had at least one author with primary institutional affiliation in a Nordic country. Overall, these articles have 352 Nordic author contributions and 188 unique authors. Each article had an average of 3.10 authors (including nonNordic) (SD ¼ 2.25). Fifty-eight of the 191 articles, corresponding to 31%, were single--authored. Over the ten-year period, scholars in the sample contributed to 1.87 articles (SD ¼ 2.27) in the selected journals. The distribution is highly skewed, as 131 authors had contributed to one publication, 29 had contributed to two, 12 had three contributions, and only five had four. Eleven scholars had more than one SD over the mean number of publications (i.e., over four contributions) and eight authors had more than two SD over the mean number of contributions (i.e., over six). The most productive scholar had sixteen. The mean number of citations per author is 50.55 (SD ¼ 84.85) and the sample distribution is skewed similar to the number of publications per author. Fifty-five authors had more than the mean number of citations, and twelve authors had more than one SD over the mean, i.e., over 135, and only six authors had more than two SD over the mean, i.e., over 220 citations. Each scholar's number of citations is strongly correlated with their number of publications (r ¼ .85).
Focusing on the ten U.S.-based journals, I found 73 articles with 125 Nordic contributions, corresponding to 38% and 36% of the total sample, respectively. The "Big Three" journals published 17 articles with 26 contributing Nordic authors and JQC published seven articles with eight contributions over the ten-year period. The publication frequency of Nordic scholars in these four top journals has increased over time. Of the sixteen contributions to CRIM articles, twelve were from 2013 to 2017. All of the seven contributions to JRCD, two of the three contributions in JQ, and five of eight contributions to JQC were from 2013 to 2017.
This increasing publication frequency does not hold for the remaining six U.S. journals. For the journals JCJ, JEC, CD, CJ, CJB, and CPP, only 43% of all articles and 51% of all contributions are from 2013 to 2017. However, because the numbers are so small, it does not take much to affect this result. A special issue of CJ on Scandinavia in 2011 contained 12 articles and 20 contributions, which constituted around 40% of all articles and contributions in these journals from 2008 to 2012. CJ and CJB published 85% of the articles by Nordic criminologist in the ten U.S. journals for the first five years under examination. For the ten-year period, the two most frequently used U.S. publication outlets are CJ and CJB with 37% of all articles and 42% of all contributions. Conversely, JQ and CPP are the most elusive journals for Nordic scholars, with only three published articles by five contributors over ten years. Table 3 above shows the number of articles and contributions by year and journal, and the total for each year, journal, and sample.
Turning to the five European journals, I found 118 articles by 227 contributors, corresponding to 62% and 64% of the total sample, respectively. In these journals, there is a discernable trend of more publications over time, as 73 articles and 151 contributions are from 2013 to 2017, corresponding to 62% of all articles and 67% of contributions. The E.U. journal with the highest IF, BJC, has published 31 articles with 67 contributions by Nordic criminologists over ten years. EJC is the most commonly used E.U. publication outlet in my sample with 56 articles and 110 contributions, almost half of all the publications in E.U. journals. Conversely, TC has only published nine articles by Nordic scholars, and five of these were single authored. CCJ did not publish any articles with Nordic contributions until 2013.
Rankings
I combined four different indicators of scholarly impact and prestige to arrive at my quality-adjusted composite scores: a measure of productivity (number of articles), impact (citations), innovation (author sequence), and prestige (journal IF). Table 4 above displays the names, nations, number of publications and citations, the coefficient of variation, and the three composite scores. The number in parenthesis after each composite score is the scholar's ranking according to that score. The third composite score organizes the table.
The top six scholars each have nine or more publications with over 200 citations. These scholars are stably in the top six across the three composite scores. Of the top 30 ranked scholars, eight are from Norway, seven from Finland, eleven from Sweden, and four from Denmark. The share of scholars from Sweden in the ranking corresponds roughly to their share of the total Nordic population, while Norway and Finland have a higher share of scholars relative to population and Denmark has fewer. Iceland is represented in the sample with six contributions to five articles but none of these scholars made the top 30.
Composite score 1 uses the raw number of publications and citations, with no regard for author contribution or journal prestige. Composite score 2 weighs these publications and citations by the author's contribution according to the SDC approach. This improves the scores of those with first authorships of highly cited publications, relative to those with many co-author contributions. Composite score 3 is similar to Composite score 2, except it also considers journal prestige. Composite score 3 prioritizes innovation, impact, and prestige. Examining the CV between the rankings reveals that Skardhamar, Sandberg, Kivivuori, and Lyngstad were the most consistently ranked (CV from .06 to .09). The biggest variation occurs at the other end of the ranking, namely Smith, Skillbrei, and H€ akk€ anen-Nyholm (CV from 1.89 to 1.40).
Comparing the Spearman's rank correlation for the entire sample reveals the three composite measures all correlate positively and significantly (p < .001). The strength of the correlation decreased as the author weight and IF indices are added. Departing from a raw count of publications, Composite score 1 correlates positively (Spearman's r ¼ .76), as does Composite score 2, which weighs publications and citations by author contributions (Spearman's r ¼ .62), and the final measure, Composite score 3, which also includes journal IF (Spearman's r ¼ .59). The biggest difference occurs between Composite score 1 and Composite score 2 where the addition of the author weight changes the ranking substantially after position fifteen, but the overall rankings remain correlated (Spearman's r ¼ .70). Adding the journal IF changed the overall ranking less, than adjusting for author contribution, as Composite score 2 and Composite score 3 are more strongly correlated (Spearman's r ¼ .95).
Discussion
Criminology is growing in international diversity but scholars outside of the U.S. are still poorly represented among the top scholars of the field. To elucidate the contributions from Nordic criminologists, I examined their productivity, impact, innovation, and prestige for the past ten years, measured in a selected sample of top journals. I calculated three composite scores based on publications, citations, authorship sequence, journal IF, and formed three rankings of the top 30. My aim was not to praise or criticize individual researchers or research traditions but to examine the status of criminological internationalization from the Nordic perspective. This analysis can contribute to increased diversity of the discipline by drawing attention to the work of these scholars, and serve as benchmarks of productivity for non-U.S. scholars.
My measures of scholarly productivity and impact consist of the number of peerreviewed publications in selected journals and their associated citations. I argue that quantity alone does not imply achievement and introduce two quality-adjusting indices that encapsulate innovation and prestige. These are added sequentially to the measures of productivity and impact. First, I add a weight for the author's share of a publication using a sequence-determines-credit approach. This weight gives prominence to innovators and is broadly congruent with the culture in criminology (Higgins et al., 2019) . The second quality-adjusting measure is journal IF. This measure differentiates the 15 selected journals using an objective criterion that rewards quality over quantity. While there is plenty criticism against journal IF, it provides a transparent means to ascribe a measure of quality to each publication.
My results indicate there is indeed an increase in the annual number of publications by Nordic criminologists in the field's most prestigious journals. Most notably, there is over double the number of publications in the Big Three plus JQC journals during 2013-2017, compared to 2008-2012 . Of the ten American journals, JQ and CPP have the fewest articles with Nordic contributions while JCJ, CJ, and CJB have the highest counts. For the European journals, EJC and BJC are the most frequently used while TC is rare. More than half of the articles in TC in my sample are sole-authored, which is typical for theoretical articles (Tewksbury & Mustaine, 2011) .
The scholars in my sample contributed to an average of 1.87 articles in the selected journals during the ten-year period. This publication prevalence level is comparable to Orrick and Weir's (2011) finding of 1.64 articles because their study also focused on a ten-year period and used a truncated sample of journals. In contrast to Orrick and Weir's (2011) exclusive focus on sole and lead authorships, I also counted contributions as co-author. The mean citation count of 50.55 for Nordic scholars appears to be on the lower end, compared to the research focused on U.S. scholars. The ten most cited articles in my sample had between 97 and 240 cites, substantially fewer compared to top scholars in the field (Cohn & Farrington, 2012; Graham et al., 2019) .
There are two explanations for the lower citation counts. First, Nordic criminologists may be comparably "slow" (Kuus, 2015) in the sense that the intensification of academic life is not as severe as in the U.S. and fewer articles generally imply fewer citations per article (Sandstr€ om & van den Besselaar, 2016) . Ambitious Nordic criminologists that strive towards working in the best departments and research-intensive institutions may look towards elite universities in other countries for employment. Second, there may be an element of the "ghettoization" of non-U.S. criminologists (Barberet, 2007) . Cohn et al. (2017) noted the tendency of American researchers to cite other American researchers. While it is generally difficult to publish in the best peer-reviewed journals, it is even more difficult when the study uses non-U.S. data. Together, this strengthens the Matthew-effect, i.e., the "principle of cumulative advantage that operates in many systems of social stratification" (Merton, 1968; p. 62) . To be highly cited, you need to have many citations. Both publications and citations are concentrated among a few scholars in my sample. The three composite scores correlated well for the entire sample overall but, importantly, they demonstrated the ranking of top Nordic criminologists remained quite stable across the different assessment methods. The first composite score, which only considers publications and citations, should not be a substitute for more detailed analyses but it correlates positively with the second composite score, which included author contribution. In my opinion, the third measure provides the best representation of impact and prestige. These scholars have first-authored articles with many citations and have repeatedly published in the most acclaimed journals.
Using my measures, there are three ways to make the top positions in the rankings. A scholar can have a few but single-authored and highly cited papers. Aas ranked number seven in the third composite score and had two publications, around the mean for the sample; however, they are highly cited and she is the single author on both. The second way to be prominently featured in the final ranking is to have publications in journals with high IF. Grundetjern's ranking improves from position 37 in the first ranking to position 16 in the third because of two first-authored publications in CRIM and EJC. These two ways to make the ranking follow from how I weigh the author's contribution to each publication. Adding the author contribution weight in the second composite score creates the biggest change in the overall standings. Some scholars that have contributed to many papers as co-authors move down the ranking when adding this weight, e.g., Estrada and Ceccato, while others that are sole or first authors move up, e.g., Gerell and Andersen, L.
The weighing by author contribution is important for measuring impact and prestige. With the trend of increasing numbers of authors on scientific articles over time comes a growing need for a system to determine credit. The articles in my sample had an average of 3.10 authors, and 31% were single-authored, slightly more than in U.S. criminology scientometrics (Graham et al., 2019; Tewksbury & Mustaine, 2011; Orrick & Weir, 2011) . I applied the SDC-approach (Tscharntke et al., 2007) as an equitable solution to the dilemma of multiple authorships. The SDC-approach prioritizes innovation by giving full credit to first authors and only half credit to second authors and so forth, similar to how Walters (2015) ascribed double value to first-author papers. Kleck and Barnes (2011) also shared the credit for publications between authors but their system gave less credit to first authorship compared to the SDC-approach. For two-authored papers, they used a .60-.40 division, and for three-author papers, a division of .40-.35-.25. Conversely, the SDC-approach gives less credit to first authorships compared to Orrick and Weir (2011) , who focused exclusively on sole and lead-authored articles. I believe the SDC-approach is a suitable middle ground and is compatible with the culture and practices for determining authorship order in criminology (Higgins et al., 2019) .
There are several limitations to this study. It is important to reiterate that I only count publications in a subjective sample of journals. The truncated sample implies the ranking does not evaluate scholarly impact and prestige in general, but specifically for criminology. Many of the scholars on the list are equally or more prolific in academic fields outside of criminology. The decision to sample publications in this manner derived from my aim of studying the most internationally impactful Nordic criminologists. I followed the existing research that ranks journals but faced the issue that some of the higher ranked journals had no Nordic contributions. I aimed for general interest journals; however, this delineation is not objective. My choice of weighing publications by the journal IF also affected the sample composition. Arguably, it may be equally or even more difficult for Nordic scholars to publish in a U.S.-based journal with no IF, compared to a European journal with a relatively high IF. As noted in Tables 2 and 3 , there are eight articles and 11 contributions that were published in journals that did not have an IF at the time of publication. Only one of these is in a U.S. journal, JEC, which achieved an IF in 2011. IF is only used to calculate the third composite score that is focused on prestige. These journals were not as prestigious then as they are today. Ultimately, another sample of journals may have resulted in a different ranking.
While the internationalization of criminology has been growing in recent years, non-U.S. researchers still struggle to compete in terms of publications in top journals. In a broader perspective, there is a strong trend towards globalization of research. The Nordic countries have higher publication output in general medical journals per million population, than the US, and spend a similar share of GDP on research, as the US (Man et al., 2004) . In the context of the recent expansion of criminology as an academic discipline in Nordic countries, this internationalization trend may well affect criminology in the coming years. Hopefully, the field will grow stronger from this increased diversity. In particular, Nordic criminologists can contribute through their access to register data. Without going into the substantive content of the articles in my sample, it is noteworthy that many of the publications in the Big Three journals use register data, e.g., most of the publications by Skardhamar, Aaltonen, and Kivivuori. Lyngstad and Skardhamar (2011) noted that this data is of exceptional quality in international comparison because it allows for detailed longitudinal analysis of individual offending trajectories with a very wide range of control variables available.
The main contributions of my study were, first, to highlight the best research by Nordic criminologists, which can play a small part in increasing the field's diversity and inclusivity. Secondly, my analyses provide benchmarks for the going rate of academic performance among Nordic criminologists. This can serve as a barometer for the level of productivity for which scholars should be striving, which is beneficial at a time when the publication levels at different stages of the academic career are increasing (Warren, 2019) . Ultimately, the results may empower younger researchers with prestigious publications when making their cases for promotions. Future avenues of research for Nordic criminology scientometrics should look further into the substantive contents of the best publications.
